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SEPABATION  OF  PANAMA  FBQM  COLOMBIA 

Refutation  of  the  Misstatements  and  Erro- 
neous Conceptions  of  Mr.  Roosevelt  in 
His  Article  Entitled  "The  Panama  Black- 
mail Treaty." 


Mr.  Roosevelt  states  that  when  the  Herran-Hay  Treaty  was 
submitted  to  the  Congress  of  Colombia  the  Government  of 
Colombia  was  a  dictatorship;  that  this  Congress  was  composed 
of  persons  who  owed  their  election  to  the  vice-president;  that 
the  latter  exercised  complete  control  over  them  and  could  obtain 
from  them  any  action  he  desired;  that  after  celebrating  the 
treaty  he  caused  it  to  be  opposed  in  the  Congress  so  as  to  black- 
mail the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Canal  Com- 
pany. 

These  statements  are  false.  The  President  had  exercised 
during  the  civil  war  of  1899  to  1902  not  the  powers  of  a  dictator, 
but  the  extraordinary  powers  with  which  the  constitution  invests 
the  Chief  Magistrate  in  such  cases.  Shortly  after  the  close  of 
the  civil  war  an  executive  decree  declared  the  public  order 
restored.  Elections  were  forthwith  called  of  members  of  Con- 
gress, and  held  in  strict  compliance  with  the  constitution.  The 
war  had  barely  come  to  an  end  when  two  of  the  Ministers  of 
Senor  Marroquin  demanded  that  he  assume  the  powers  of  a 
dictator.  On  his  refusal,  the  reasons  for  which  were  made  public 
at  the  time,  they  resigned  from  the  cabinet. 

(i) 


A  considerable  part  of  the  Congress  turned  out  hostile  to  the 
executive  while  vigorous  opposition  developed  in  the  Senate, 
N  led  by  the  ex-president,  Senor  Caro. 

The  flagrant  contradiction  in  which  Mr.  Roosevelt  incurs  is 
evident  when,  after  stating  that  Vice-President  Marroquin 
made  Congress  bow  to  his  will,  goes  on  to  say  that  the  latter 
through  General  Reyes  had  hinted  that  in  another  Congress, 
composed  of  friends  of  the  Government,  the  ratification  of  the 
treaty  might  be  secured. 

Elsewhere  in  his  article  he  affirms  that  the  Congress  was 
wholly  submissive  to  the  will  of  Marroquin  and  that  its  only 
action  and  thought  was  the  repudiation  of  the  treaty.  This 
Congress  enacted  in  that  year  no  less  than  sixty-two  laws, 
almost  all  important  measures. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  classes  the  pseudo-revolution  of  Panama  as 
most  reasonable  and  just,  and  in  various  passages  of  his  article 
claims  that  that  section  of  the  republic  was  in  a  state  of  intoler- 
able oppression,  violence  and  misgovernment.  He  even  ridi- 
cules the  Colombian  authorities,  calling  them  overseers,  tyrants 
and  oppressors  in  their  relations  to  Panama.  It  would  be  an 
easy  matter  to  refute  these  charges  by  means  of  historical  evi- 
dence; but  for  the  sake  of  brevity  it  will  suffice  to  recall  that 
that  Department  was  administered  on  exactly  the  same  terms 
as  every  other.  If  the  constitution  of  1886  provided  that  the 
Department  of  Panama  should  be  governed  by  especial  legisla- 
tion, this  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  oppression  but  rather  that 
adequate  provision  be  made  for  its  special  needs  and  attention 
paid  to  its  importance.  At  the  request  of  the  people  of  Panama 
the  Colombian  Congress  annulled  this  constitutional  provision, 
as  a  result  of  which  this  Department  has  enjoyed  since  then  the 
same  administrative  autonomy  as  that  granted  to  the  others 
and  has  freely  administered  its  local  affairs  through  its  assembly. 
To  this  should  be  added  that  the  counsels  of  Senators  and  Repre- 


sentatives  of  Panama  were  always  heeded  in  the  Colombian 
Congress  and  their  steps  to  bring  about  the  enactment  of  legis- 
lation favorable  to  the  interests  of  that  section  always  successful. 

One  of  the  most  glaring  misstatements  indulged  in  by  Mr. 
Roosevelt  is  that  in  which  he  says  that  in  the  constitutions  of 
1858  and  1 86 1  (sic)  Panama  reserved  to  itself  the  right  to  secede 
from  the  Federation.  On  a  par  with  this  is  the  further  mis- 
statement  that  the  constitution  of  1886  was  formulated  by  mere 
executive  decree  and  that  in  it  Panama  was  reduced  to  the 
status  of  a  colony. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  unquestionably  relies  upon  the  fact  that  none 
of  his  fellow  citizens  will  take  the  trouble  to  examine  the  con- 
stitutions to  which  he  alludes;  but  he  overestimates  their 
credulity  when  he  imagines  that  they  will  credit  his  statement 
and  believe  that  in  a  Federal  constitution  similar  to  that  of  the 
United  States  the  right  is  granted  to  the  different  States  com- 
prising the  Union  to  secede  at  will. 

In  refuting  these  absurdities  it  is  necessary  to  dispel  the  belief 
quite  commonly  held  in  the  United  States  that  Panama  was  at 
first  an  independent  state  and  that  it  became  a  member  of  the 
Colombian  Federation  of  its  own  free  will.  When  Panama 
threw  off  the  yoke  of  Spain  it  remained  a  part  of  Greater  Colom- 
bia. It  later  became  a  province  of  New  Granada  until,  not 
through  a  revolutionary  movement  on  the  Isthmus,  but  through 
the  act  of  Congress  of  New  Granada,  it  acquired  the  status  of 
a  member  of  the  Union.  Such  was  its  condition  until  after  the 
promulgation  of  the  constitutions  of  1858  and  1863,  when, 
together  with  the  other  portions  of  the  republic,  the  federation 
was  reorganized  in  1863  under  the  name  of  the  United  States  of 
Colombia.  By  the  constitution  of  1886,  promulgated  not  by 
executive  decree  but  by  the  national  council,  the  nation  was 
reconstituted  in  the  form  of  a  central  republic,  and  it  has 
already  been  shown  how  Panama,  far  from  being  a  mere  colony, 


was  given,  together  with  the  other  departments,  full  adminis- 
trative autonomy. 

It  is  fitting  to  add  that  the  secession  of  Panama  was  not  the 
result  of  a  revolution,  strictly  speaking,  but  of  acts  of  another 
character  well  known  to  all.  It  is  proper,  too,  to  refute  the 
statement  that  Colombia  retained  its  sovereignty  over  Panama 
only  through  the  action  of  the  United  States.  While  it  is  true 
that  the  cooperation  of  forces  of  the  great  republic  to  the  north 
was  of  material  assistance  on  various  occasions  in  keeping  the 
isthmus  open  to  traffic,  these  forces  never  had  to  be  used  in 
upholding  our  sovereignty  in  Panama  against  a  foreign  govern- 
ment or  against  a  secessionary  movement. 

At  this  point  it  is  fitting  to  call  attention  to  yet  another  gross 
contradiction  of  which  Mr.  Roosevelt  is  guilty.  Had  it  not 
been  for  the  action  of  the  United  States,  he  says,  Colombia 
would  long  ago  have  lost  its  sovereignty  over  the  Isthmus. 
Now,  why,  if  by  virtue  of  the  treaty  of  1846  the  United  States 
might  have  taken  steps  to  uphold  our  sovereignty  which  he 
supposes  threatened,  should  his  article  contain  the  following 
sentence : 

"We  had  never  guaranteed  her  (Colombia)  against  a 
movement  for  independence  on  the  Isthmus  or  against 
action  on  our  part  if  she  misbehaved." 

Yet  another  affirmation  which  calls  for  immediate  rectifica- 
tion is  that  the  committee  named  to  consider  the  treaty  "in  a 
report  which  was  adopted  by  the  Congress  revealed  the  real 
purpose  of  its  action  when  it  stated  that  the  rights  of  the  com- 
pany expired  the  following  year  and  that  Colombia  would  then 
take  possession  of  everything  belonging  to  the  latter  and  hence 
be  in  a  better  position  to  negotiate  with  the  United  States." 

Any  one  reading  the  above  might  be  led  to  believe  that  he 
alludes  to  the  committee  named  to  report  on  the  Herran-Hay 
treaty;  but  the  report  of  this  committee  contains  no  such 


declaration  nor  any  idea  in  any  way  related  to  it.  Another 
committee  reporting  on  a  proposal  of  Government  authoriza- 
tion and  reasoning  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  extension  granted 
to  the  company  might  be  illegal,  hinted  that  in  this  event  it 
would  be  the  part  of  prudence  to  wait  until  the  rights  of  the 
company  had  been  forfeited  in  order  that  Colombia  might  then 
be  "in  a  position  to  contract  on  a  clearer,  more  definite  and  more 
advantageous  basis,  legally  as  well  as  materially."  But  it 
should  be  borne  in  mind,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  committee 
did  not  sustain  the  illegality  of  the  extension  of  time  but  con- 
tented itself  with  hinting  that  it  would  be  advisable  to  look 
into  this  point;  secondly,  that  this  was  subsequent  to  the 
rejection  of  the  treaty ;  and  thirdly,  that  though  the  recommen- 
dations of  a  report  are  approved  the  Senate  does  not  necessarily 
accept  as  its  own  the  ideas  contained  therein,  but  these  continue 
to  be  merely  the  personal  opinions  of  the  authors,  and  it  cannot 
therefore  be  said  that  the  body  has  adopted  the  report. 

Among  the  restrictions  or  changes  proposed  by  the  committee 
is  the  following:  "That  Article  1  be  amended  to  include  the 
condition  that  the  Canal  and  Panama  Railroad  Companies 
should  enter  into  a  prior  agreement  with  the  Government  of 
Colombia  establishing  the  conditions  whereby  the  latter  would 
grant  the  necessary  consent  for  the  said  companies  to  transfer 
their  rights  to  the  United  States."  The  only  paragraph'bearing 
on  this  change  to  be  found  in  the  report  is  as  follows : 

"The  necessity  of  this  treaty  being  preceded  by  an  agreement 
between  the  Government  of  Colombia  and  the  Canal  and  Rail- 
road Companies  is  obvious;  and  no  less  obvious  is  the  vital 
importance  of  this  condition.  If  the  said  companies  obtained 
the  permission  or  consent  of  our  Government  to  begin  negotia- 
tions with  that  of  the  United  States  for  the  transfer  of  their 
concessions,  this  permission  or  consent,  an  unquestionable 
prerequisite  for  the  closing  of  the  said  negotiations,  has  not 


yet  been  obtained.  The  companies  were  duly  notified  of  this 
prior  to  the  signing  of  the  treaty.  No  one  can  deny  that  to 
authorize  this  transfer  without  previously  obtaining  the  agree- 
ment referred  to  would  not  only  work  a  disadvantage  but  would 
constitute  a  danger  to  Colombia." 

It  should  here  be  noted  that  while  some  few  persons  held 
that  the  last  extension  granted  to  the  Canal  Company  was 
unconstitutional  and  hence  the  act  liable  to  disavowal  and 
the  concession  to  forfeiture  on  the  expiration  of  the  first  term, 
that  is  to  say,  approximately  one  year  after  the  beginning  of 
the  treaty  negotiations,  this  opinion  was  not  held  in  Congress. 
It  was  believed  that  by  virtue  of  the  provision  making  it  com- 
pulsory for  the  Canal  Company  to  obtain  the  consent  of  the 
Government  of  Colombia  prior  to  finally  authorizing  any  con- 
veyance or  transfer  of  its  rights,  it  was  natural  that  in  order  to 
grant  this  assent  an  agreement  between  the  two  parties  should 
be  made;  there  is  nothing  in  this  which  can  be  interpreted  as 
blackmail. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  holds  that  if  the  Company  had  any  real  rights 
in  the  Canal  those  of  Colombia  were  obscure  and  insubstantial. 
This  is  a  singular  contradiction,  for  if  the  rights  derived  from 
the  contract  with  Colombia  were  real  and  subsisting,  in  so  far 
as  the  Company  was  concerned,  how  could  the  rights  derived 
by  Colombia  from  the  very  same  contract  be  obscure  and  insub- 
stantial? The  most  valuable  of  these  rights  was  that  of  taking 
over  the  part  of  the  Canal  built  by  the  Company  and  all  its 
property  on  the  expiration  of  the  last  extension  of  time  (that  is 
to  say,  seven  years  after  the  date  on  which  the  treaty  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  approval  of  the  Senate),  provided  the  company 
had  not  completed  the  work  within  this  period.  How  can  this 
right  be  considered  of  little  moment  and  insubstantial  when  the 
company  was  not  in  a  position  to  fulfill  its  obligations? 


Mr.  Roosevelt  declares  in  various  passages  of  his  article  that 
the  revolutionary  sentiment  was  very  strong  in  Panama.  The 
facts  of  the  case  refute  this  allegation.  It  is  everywhere  acknowl- 
edged that  the  secession  of  Panama  was  planned  by  a  small 
group  of  politicians  and  business  interests  and  that  the  great 
mass  of  the  people  of  the  Isthmus  were  entirely  foreign  to  it 
and  indeed  had  no  knowledge  of  any  preparations.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  even  after  the  separation 
had  been  accomplished  several  of  the  most  prominent  men  of 
Panama  viewed  the  movement  with  great  disfavor.  Among 
these  may  be  mentioned  Jose"  Marcelino  Hurtado,  Oscar  Teran, 
Alejandro  Orillac,  etc.,  etc. 

"Colombia,"  says  Mr.  Roosevelt,  "underwent  several  changes ; 
some  portions  were  separated  from  it  and  at  times  returned." 
Further  on  he  adds :  "  Once  Panama  had  separated  from  Colom- 
bia we  had  no  longer  any  obligation  toward  this  latter.  By  vir- 
tue of  this  fact  our  obligation  was  transferred  from  Colombia 
to  Panama,  as  it  had  formerly  been  transferred  from  New 
Granada  to  Colombia." 

.  We  must  rectify  these  statements  in  order  to  avoid  that  any 
citizens  of  the  United  States  unfamiliar  with  the  history  of  Colom- 
bia should  be  misled.  Prior  to  the  secession  of  Panama  no  por- 
tion of  our  territory,  that  is  to  say,  what  was  known  as  New 
Granada  and  now  is  called  Colombia,  had  seceded,  and  on  the 
reorganization  of  the  country  under  the  name  of  the  United 
States  of  Colombia  there  was,  from  the  international  viewpoint, 
a  mere  change  of  name.  Mr.  Roosevelt  tries  to  create  the 
impression  that  the  United  States  by  its  action  prevented  a 
cruel  and  prolonged  war,  thanks  to  which  Panama  has  been  able 
to  enjoy  fourteen  years  of  peace. 

The  inaccuracy  of  these  conceptions  is  evident  when  it  is 
recalled  that  if  Colombia  had  had  freedom  of  action  in  moving 


troops  to  Panama  in  order  to  uphold  its  sovereignty  on  the 
Isthmus,  not  one  drop  of  blood  would  have  been  shed,  because 
of  the  total  impossibility  of  any  resistance  by  those  who  had 
proclaimed  the  independence  of  Panama.  It  should  not  be 
forgotten  that  if  the  secession  had  not  taken  place  Panama  would 
have  enjoyed  the  same  peace  with  which  Colombia  has  been 
blessed  for  the  past  fourteen  years. 

Again,  Mr.  Roosevelt  sustains  that  the  objection  on  the 
ground  of  unconstitutionality  early  raised  against  the  Herran- 
Hay  Treaty  was  nothing  more  than  a  pretext.  To  offset  this 
statement  it  is  enough  to  read  the  report  of  the  Senate  com- 
mittee to  be  convinced  of  the  force  of  the  objection.  It  should 
be  borne  in  mind  that  when  the  committee  advised  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  treaty  only  after  certain  changes  had  been  made  in  it, 
all  of  which  were  addressed  chiefly  to  removing  the  charge  of 
unconstitutionality,  it  reflected  the  public  opinion  of  the  country, 
manifested  in  various  ways.  Only  one  voice,  that  of  Senor  don 
Enrique  Cortez,  was  raised  demanding  the  approval  of  the  pact 
as  signed;  of  the  other  writers  in  the  country  some  demanded 
its  amendment,  and  others  its  absolute  rejection. 

The  ex-president  of  the  republic,  Senor  Caro,  one  of  the  most 
distinguished  men  of  Latin  America,  held  the  treaty  to  be 
unconstitutional  and  immediately  proposed  its  rejection  in  a 
bill  which,  after  showing  in  its  preamble  the  obstacles  to  be 
surmounted  in  the  way  of  a  constitutional  amendment  before 
it  could  be  ratified,  contained  the  following  provisions : 

"Article  i.  The  foregoing  convention  is  not  approved. 

"Art.  2.  The  above  declaration  by  Congress  does  not  imply 
the  slightest  discourtesy  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States;  rather  does  Congress  through  the  present  law  solemnly 
ratify  the  sentiments  of  American  brotherhood  with  which  the 
people  of  Colombia  are  animated,  and  the  confidence  that  the 
friendly  and  uninterrupted  relations  which  happily  exist  between 


the  United  States  and  Colombia  will  remain  unalterable  through 
all  ages." 

This  bill  as  well  as  the  resolution  unanimously  approved  by 
the  Senate  immediately  after  the  rejection  of  the  treaty,  show 
clearly  the  high  spirit  of  justice  and  honor  which  guided  the 
Senate  in  its  deliberations  in  this  matter.  This  resolution  reads 
as  follows : 

"Whereas  the  treaty  signed  in  Washington  on  the  2ist  of 
January  of  the  present  year  between  the  Charge"  d' Affaires  of 
Colombia  and  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States  of 
America  has  been  rejected;  and  whereas  the  people  of  Colombia 
desire  to  continue  cultivating  the  most  cordial  relations  with  the 
people  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  consider  the  com- 
pletion of  the  Interoceanic  Canal  across  the  Isthmus  of  Panama 
of  the  greatest  importance  for  the  commerce  and  development 
of  the  republics  of  America;  now  therefore  be  it  resolved  by  the 
Senate  of  Colombia: 

"i.  That  a  committee  of  three  Senators  be  named  by  the 
President  of  the  Senate,  after  consultation  as  far  as  possible 
with  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  consider  the  best  means  to 
satisfy  the  aspirations  of  the  people  of  Colombia  with  regard  to 
the  digging  of  the  Canal  of  Panama,  in  harmony  with  the  na- 
tional interests  and  the  high  regard  for  legality  which  on  this 
solemn  occasion  have  been  the  standard  of  the  Senate ; 

"2.  That  the  greatest  publicity  possible,  within  as  well  as 
without  the  country,  be  given  to  this  resolution,  to  the  changes 
proposed  in  the  said  treaty  by  the  Senate  committee,  and  to 
all  other  documents  which  have  served  as  a  basis  for  this  action." 

To  sum  up : 

I. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  Government  of  Sefior  Marroquin  was 
a  dictatorship;  rather  did  this  Magistrate  expressly  declare 
that  under  no  circumstances  would  he  assume  this.  The  Con- 
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gress  which  rejected  the  Herran-Hay  Treaty  was  freely  and 
constitutionally  elected,  and  far  from  showing  itself  subservient 
to  the  will  of  the  Executive,  it  was,  in  fact,  hostile. 

II. 

It  is  not  true  that  Panama  was  subjected  to  a  rule  of  oppres- 
sion, nor  was  it  in  the  condition  of  a  colony;  it  was  a  Depart- 
ment similar  to  the  others  in  Colombia,  with  full  administrative 
autonomy.  There  were  not,  therefore,  any  proper  reasons  to 
justify  the  separation. 

III. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  constitutions  of  1858  and  1863  author- 
ized that  section  of  the  Republic  to  secede.  These  constitutions 
established  a  federal  regime  based  in  every  respect  on  that  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  If  this  assertion  of  Mr.  Roosevelt 
had  any  foundation,  the  States  of  the  American  Union  that 
engaged  in  the  war  of  secession  would  have  had  absolute  justi- 
fication for  the  step,  and  they  would  today  be  justified.  Further- 
more, when  the  separation  of  Panama  occurred  the  federal  regime 
had  long  since  been  substituted  for  that  of  a  Central  Republic, 
as  provided  for  in  the  constitution  of  1886  which  is  still  in  force. 
Nor  is  it  true  that  prior  to  1903  any  portion  of  what  was  then 
known  as  New  Granada  and  now  is  called  Colombia,  had 
seceded. 

IV. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  Senate  Committee  named  especially 
to  consider  the  Herran-Hay  Treaty  hinted  that  inasmuch  as  the 
franchise  of  the  company  would  expire  the  following  year,  and 
Colombia  was  to  take  over  all  the  properties  of  the  said  com- 
pany, it  would  hence  be  in  a  better  position  to  negotiate  favor- 
ably with  the  United  States.  This  committee  never  questioned 
the  legality  of  the  extension  nor  did  the  Senate  discuss  this 
point. 


II 

V. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  rights  of  Colombia  in  the  Canal  Com- 
pany derived  from  the  contracts  entered  into  with  the  French 
Company  were  obscure  and  insubstantial.  These  rights  were 
necessarily  as  clear  as  those  of  the  company  and  were  more- 
over very  valuable  and  substantial  since  besides  the  not  incon- 
siderable annuity  to  be  paid  to  Colombia,  the  latter  was  to 
acquire  the  property  of  the  Canal  on  the  expiration  of  the  fran- 
chise. It  was  also  to  get  all  constructed  portions  and  all  the 
property  of  the  company  in  the  event,  which  would  undoubtedly 
have  occurred,  of  the  inability  of  the  company  to  complete  the 
work  within  the  time  set. 

VI. 

It  is  not  true  that  when  the  movements  which  resulted  in 
the  separation  of  Panama  took  place  the  spirit  of  secession  was 
strong  in  the  people.  No  manifestation  was  ever  made  in  this 
sense  by  the  great  mass  of  the  people,  and  prominent  and  dis- 
tinguished men  of  Panama  disapproved  the  separation  even 
after  it  had  become  an  accomplished  fact. 

VII. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  action  of  the  Roosevelt  administration 
prevented  a  long  and  cruel  war  between  Colombia  and  Panama. 
It  is  a  notorious  fact  that  without  foreign  aid  that  section  of 
the  country  would  have  been  wholly  powerless  to  resist  and 
that  without  this  aid  the  mere  presence  of  our  troops  would  have 
sufficed  to  stifle  any  secessionary  attempt  without  any  blood- 
shed. 

VIII. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  objection  on  the  score  of  unconstitu- 
tionally was  a  mere  pretext.  This  objection  reflected  the 
almost  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Colombian  people,  and  the 
sincerity  with  which  this  point  was  debated  in  Congress  is  evi- 
denced in  the  records  of  the  meetings. 

BOGOTA,  April,  1915. 


APPENDIX. 

The  following  is  intended  to  substantiate  the  two  following 
propositions  contained  in  the  refutation : 

First,  that  Panama  was  not  at  first  an  independent  country 
which  voluntarily  entered  the  federation,  since  on  its  emancipa- 
tion from  Spain  it  continued  forming  part  of  what  was  then 
known  as  Greater  Colombia,  composed  of  New  Granada,  Ecua- 
dor and  Venezuela;  and  secondly,  that  prior  to  1903  no  portion 
of  what  was  formerly  called  New  Granada  and  is  today  known 
as  Colombia  effected  its  separation  from  the  latter. 

The  first  proposition  is  proved  irrefutably  by  the  following 
paragraph  taken  from  the  declaration  of  independence  against 
Spain : 

"Panama  spontaneously  and  in  accordance  with  the  general 
desire  of  the  people  within  its  borders,  hereby  declares  itself 
free  and  independent  from  the  Spanish  Government;  and  the 
territory  of  the  Provinces  of  the  Isthmus  belongs  to  the  Republic 
of  Colombia  in  whose  Congress  Panama  will  be  represented  by 
deputies." 

This  document  clearly  shows  that  when  Panama  threw  off 
the  Spanish  yoke  its  purpose  in  doing  so  was  not  to  form  an 
independent  state  but  to  be  incorporated  into  Colombia,  that 
is  to  say,  to  continue  after  the  emancipation  a  portion  of  New 
Granada  as  it  had  been  in  the  colonial  epoch  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  emancipation. 

With  regard  to  the  second  proposition  it  is  fitting  to  note 
that  there  had  been  at  different  times  secessionary  attempts, 
none  of  which  had  ever  been  successful. 

The  first  of  these  took  place  in  1830  when  Colonel  Espinar, 
who  had  been  sent  to  the  Isthmus  as  Commandant,  raised  the 
flag  of  rebellion  against  the  Government  of  Colombia  and 
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appointed  a  revolutionary  junta  which  decided  to  secede  from 
the  rest  of  the  republic,  on  condition,  however,  that  the  Isthmus 
would  return  to  Colombia  if  Bolivar  again  took  charge  of  the 
Government.  This  secessionary  attempt  was  given  up  two 
months  later  by  Espinar  and  his  followers,  due  to  the  attitude 
of  Colonel  Fabriga,  who  remained  loyal  to  the  central  govern- 
ment, and  to  the  determined  disapproval  of  the  movement  by 
Bolivar.  On  the  death  of  Bolivar,  Espinar  once  more  attempted 
to  bring  about  the  separation  of  the  Isthmus,  but  was  forthwith 
subdued  and  exiled. 

In  1831  the  Venezuelan,  Colonel  Juan  E.  Alzuru,  who  had 
replaced  Espinar  as  military  commandant  of  Panama,  likewise 
attempted  a  secessionary  movement,  inciting  the  people  of 
Panama  to  riot.  This  attempt  was  easily  controlled  by  the  then 
Colonel  Tomas  Herrera,  sent  by  the  central  government  to  put 
an  end  to  the  anarchy  on  the  Isthmus. 

In  the  year  of  1840  New  Granada  was  the  scene  of  a  prolonged 
civil  war  and  the  people  of  Panama,  taking  advantage  of  this 
condition,  made  a  further  attempt  at  separation.  This  lasted 
longer  than  the  former  attempts  because  the  Government, 
engaged  as  it  was  in  controlling  the  civil  war  in  the  central 
provinces,  could  not  give  its  immediate  attention  to  the  restora- 
tion of  order  on  the  Isthmus.  But  in  the  following  year  the 
Government,  after  suppressing  the  revolutionary  movement  in 
the  central  provinces,  called  upon  the  rebels  of  the  Isthmus  either 
to  submit  or  to  be  reincorporated  into  the  republic.  The  latter 
course  was  immediately  accepted,  for  the  revolutionists  were 
powerless  to  resist. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Colonel  Herrera,  chief  of  this  seces- 
sionary movement,  had  named  Senor  Guillermo  Radcliffe 
confidential  agent  to  the  United  States,  but  the  rebels  neither 
secured  recognition  of  their  independence  on  the  Isthmus  nor 
support  of  any  kind. 
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In  1860,  again  taking  advantage  of  the  desperate  civil  war 
then  waging  in  New  Granada  (now  Colombia),  afresh  secession- 
ary  movement  was  undertaken  on  the  Isthmus.  This  movement 
was,  however,  weaker  than  the  preceding  and  was  put  down  as 
soon  as  the  Government  of  New  Granada  was  in  a  position  to 
give  it  its  attention.  On  this  occasion,  as  the  federal  regime 
had  already  been  established  in  the  country,  the  submission  of 
Panama,  one  of  the  States  of  the  federation,  was  effected  by 
means  of  an  agreement  by  virtue  of  which  Panama  was  declared 
a  member  of  the  federation  which  was  being  reorganized  under 
the  name  of  the  United  States  of  Colombia. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  be  seen  that  while  secessionary 
movements  had  been  attempted  prior  to  1903,  the  Isthmus  of 
Panama  was  never  definitely  separated  nor  did  it  ever  form  a 
State  independent  of  Colombia.  There  existed  at  various  times 
what  is  called  a  state  of  rebellion,  but  neither  the  independence 
of  Panama  nor  even  its  belligerency  was  ever  acknowledged  by 
anyone  of  the  countries  comprising  the  family  of  nations,  into 
which  the  Isthmus  of  Panama  was  never  for  a  minute  admitted. 

The  accuracy,  therefore,  of  the  second  proposition  cannot  be 
gainsaid.  It  is  not  out  of  place  here  to  add  that  the  United 
States  did  not  intervene  in  any  of  the  movements  just  outlined,  j 
neither  to  support  the  rebellion  nor  uphold  our  sovereignty  on 
the  Isthmus.  Of  these  attempts  only  that  of  1860  took  place 
after  the  United  States  had  by  the  treaty  of  1846  guaranteed 
our  sovereignty  on  the  Isthmus,  and  it  has  been  shown  how 
Colombia  was  able  to  control  this  movement  without  having 
to  resort  to  the  aid  of  the  great  northern  republic  as  she  might 
have  done  by  virtue  of  this  treaty. 

BOGOTA,  April,  1915. 
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